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To sum up, the final outcome of tho whole inquiry may be
thus expressed:—

(1.) The axioms of geometry, taken by themselves out of all
connection with mechanical propositions, represent no relations
of real things. When thus isolated, if we ragard them with
Kant as forms of intuition transcendentally given, they con-
stitute a form into which any empirical content whatever will
fit and which therefore does not in any way limit or determine
beforehand the nature of the content. This is true, however,
not only of Euclid's axioms, bnt also of the axioms of spherical
and pseudospherical geometry.

(2.) As soon as certain principles of mechanics are conjoined
with the axioms of geometry we obtain a system of propositions
which has real import, and which can be verified or overturned
by empirical observations, as from experience it can be inferred.
If such a system were to be taken as a transcendental form of
intuition and thought, thero must be assumed a pre-established
Harmony between form and reality.

H. HELHHOLTZ.

II.—ASSOCIATIONISM AND THE ORIGIN OF MORAL
IDEAS.

CAN the fact that man distinguishes right from wrong be
explained by the association of ideas ? This is the question
which I mean to discuss, and as I feel compelled to answer it
in the negative, it is the more requisite that I should acknow-
ledge at the outset association to be a great and fruitful
principle, of wide range and powerful influence in the mental
economy. It is not confined to any particular province of
human nature, but operates alike among our thoughts, feelings
and volitions, bringing them into the most varied combinations.
Its laws are essential conditions of memory and reminiscence,
of all the powers of intellectual acquisitiveness and inventive-
ness, of imagination and reasoning; they are implied in the
perfecting and perverting of every perceptive faculty and
emotional capacity; and largely determine the growth of
character both in individuals and communities. In a word, it
is mainly through association that mental energy is accumulated
and mental change effected. It is the sovereign means of
eliciting and educating, of drawing out and developing, the
original endowments of the mind, and it is continually altering
for the better or worse all temperaments, dispositions, habits,
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322 Associationism and the Origin of Moral Ideas.

&c., already acquired. Then, manifestly the power of asso-
ciation is as great within the ethical as within any other sphere
of consciousness; and manifestly a clear apprehension of the
laws of association is of prime importance to every psychologist
who desires to explain the upbuilding of the moral nature in
individuals or the formation of the moral character of com-
munities. Thousands of moral phenomena, both good and
bad, are explicable by these laws, and by these laws alone.
Probably association determines and colours to some extent all
our moral judgments. The larger portion of the teaching of
the associatiomsts in regard to the moral nature and to moral
judgment is, in fact, not distinctive, and may fairly be accepted
and utilised by psychologists of all schools.

It is only with a very small part, a single position, of what
is distinctive in the teaching of the associationist philosophers
that we are at present concerned. The question is,—Can
association account wholly for moral discrimination f Are all
moral ideas resolvable into non-moral elements? Is there
nothing original in the perceptions of conscience ? But this
question obviously cannot be answered without a general con-
sideration of the theory of association in relation to it. Only
after such preliminary investigation can the particular associa-
tionist answers which have been proposed be satisfactorily
examined.

"What is distinctive of the teaching of associationists in regard
to moral as well as to ordinary cognition appears to their
opponents to arise simply from the exaggeration of a principle
the general truth and importance of which are admitted to be
unquestionable. Associationists seem to other psychologists to
have overlooked the limits within which their principle is
applicable, and consequently, to have put it to perform what is
beyond its power. Association is a fact which itself needs
explanation; a process which implies a subject, powers, con-
ditions and constituent elements. Association has no existence
at all apart from things associated, and the mere association
even of things associated explains ' nothing. No physical
componnd is accounted for simply by the association of its
components. Water cannot be resolved into the association of
oxygen and hydrogen; the association of these two chemical
elements is only the condition of the union of their properties
and of the operation of their latent powers. Thus even if e
associations of mental states were essentially similar to the
syntheses of material substances, all psychological explanations
which went no deeper than the mere fact of association would
be superficial and unsatisfactory; even in that case the associa-
tion would in everv single instance require to be explained.
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Bnt association in mind cannot account for even so much as
association in material nature. It involves other limitations
which greatly restrict its sway. Mental states have not, like
chemical substances, or even, relatively to us, like physical
qualities, a distinct and independent existence and action.
They exist and operate only as modes of a conscious and
active mind. It is not they that combine, but the mind which
combines them. It is not sensations, not impressions of any
kind, which originate complex ideas; they only furnish occasion
for the mind to exercise its own powers, and in the exercise of
its own powers it must act according to certain principles deeper
than the so-called laws of association. The association of ideas
presupposes a mind possessed of ideas and possessed of the
power of associating them. We could not have learned that
we had the power of association but by the process of associa-
tion, yet having associated ideas we know that the power must
have pre-existed in order to make the process possible. The
associationist always, consciously or unconsciously, assumes
that ideas, like chemical substances, have a distinct existence
and properties of their own, and, in consequence, attributes to
their self-combination the very power on which their com-
bination is dependent, as well as the conditions under which
that power operates. To anti-associationists this assumption
seems erroneous and unscientific. Mental states, they think,
do not combine of themselves; it iB the mind which combines
them, which associates things that have been proximate in
tune, or co-adjacent in space, or that are like or unlike each
other, and it could not do so unless it had ideas or intuitions of
time, space and likeness to start with. This view they find
strongly confirmed by examination of the attempts which have
been made to explain ideas like those of space and time as the
results of processes of association, these attempts invariably
assuming at some point or other the ideas which they profess
to account for. But if all association presupposes original
ideas as its conditions, there can be nothing strange or
exceptional in certain special associations involving an idea of
righfcness which also cannot itself be explained by a process of
association. There can, indeed, be no doubt that the idea of
rijjjhtness may give rise to associations and become a principle
of association, inasmuch as we constantly transfer thoughts and
feelings of right from one act to another or from persons to
acts, but then what we transfer in these cases is a something
already existing in thought, a condition of a particular kind or
thought, a something which explains the transference instead
of the transference explaining it. Does association ever explain
more as regards our moral judgments than such transference ?
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324 Associationism and tlic Origin of Moral Ideas.

Proof that it does seems to tho majority of psychologists still
wanting. They find even the latest and most ingenious
attempts to show that association not only transfers moral
ideas to other than moral actions but originates moral ideas to
be unsuccessful. Sometimes the idea accounted for is illegiti-
mately divested of its moral qualities, as when J. S. Mill
identifies justice with the desire to do hurt to a person who has
done harm to you or to somebody with whom you sympathise,
which is neither justice nor any other moral principle; but
more frequently moral elements are unconsciously introduced
into the explanation when sensation and association are sup-
posed to be doing everything. The analyses of conscience by
Hartley, Mackintosh and Bain, for example, appear to those
who do not ascribe to association anything like creative power
to be largely vitiated in this latter way.

It is further important to remark that all plausible argu-
mentation designed to show that moral ideas are not merely
transferred by association from one act to another or from
persons to acts, but are originated by the transmutation through
association of sensuous impressions into moral convictions, pro-
ceeds on what is called the law of inseparable association, and
that the views of associationists regarding this so-called law are
neither clear nor correct. From the very rise of associationism
properly so-called it has been seen that it could only hope to
achieve what it ventured to attempt if association were capable
of inseparably uniting the mental states which it may happen
to bring into contact and relationship. The two earliest English
associationists—the anonymous author of the Inquiry into ihn
Origin of Human Appetites and Affections (Gay) and Hartley—
proceed throughout on the supposition that association possesses
this power of indissolubly connecting and combining ideas.
Contemporary associationists accept it without hesitation. Pro-
bably few of them felt the naiveto of -J. S. Mill's affirmation
that psychologists of the opposite school had " not so much
rejected as ignored" the law in question, and " had never, even
for an instant, brought the powers of their minds into real and
effective contact with it." If this alleged law bo ill-founded
associationism can obviously fulfil none of its more ambitious
promises. And to most psychologists the evidence for its
truth seems extremely small. Literally taken, inseparable
association means nothing more than that the ideas associated
are inseparable. There are ideas thus associated. Cause and
effect, whole and part, colour and extension, for example, are
always thought of together and cannot be thought of apart.
Their separation is inconceivable, and what we cannot conceive
to be sepnrated we hold to be inseparable. The associationist,
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however, does not mean by inseparable association the mere
fact of indissoluble conjunction. He means by it further that
the conjunction is one which has grown to ho indissoluble,—one
which association ha* made indissoluble. But can he show that
any strictly inseparable association has grown at all. Can he
show that any of the ideas which cannot be conceived as
existing apart either ever did exist apart or were ever able to
be thought of by us as existing apart ? Can he give us any
reason for thinking that our belief in necessary truth was at
one time imperfect ? I do not find that he can. Where is the
evidence that the most ignorant savage can any more conceive
of a change without a cause than the most highly trained
thinker? Or that a child con conceive of colour without
extension one whit better than a grown man ? Who has the
slightest remembrance of a time when he had doubts about
twice two being four ? If we have acquired by association the
belief that two straight lines cannot enclose a space we muBt
have originally been able to believe that they could enclose a
space. But what proof is there that we could ever conceive
this ? None. When J. S. Mill wrote, " There are no
counter-associations in this case, and consequently the primary
association, being founded on an experience beginning from
birth, and never for many minutes intermitted in our waking
hours, easily becomes inseparable/' he had manifestly forgotten
to ask himself why there were no " counter-associations," aa
he certainly forgot to disprove that the explanation of there
being none was that reason could not entertain a counter-
association in such a case. The so-called primary association
is here inseparable, and consequently there are no counter-
associations—not, there are no counter-associations, and con-
sequently the primary association becomes inseparable. The
mind cannot learn by association that certain ideas are
inseparably united, or, in other words, that certain trnths are
necessary, unless these ideas once seemed to it separate and
these truths unnecessary; that is, unless it began by being
able to conceive what is now absolutely inconceivable to it.
But of any such time and any such power associationists have
still the evidence to produce. Hence their hypothesis of
inseparable association has as yet received no truly scientific
verification. If we could not conceive the inconceivable at the
beginning any more than now, if what seems impossible at
present never seemed possible, inseparable associations cannot
nave been formed by association at all. If the belief of
necessary truth be of its own nature exclusive of counter-
associations there is no room either for the commencement or
continuance of a process of association by which reason may
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attain to the belief of necessary truth. To this it has to be
added that wherever there is any evidence of ideas having been
connected by a process of association there the ideas are
always separable. No matter how frequent and uninterrupted
may have been their recurrence, and however close and
permanent may have become in consequence their conjunction,
still they never are inseparable. We have always observed
day and night succeed each other, but we have no difiBculty in
conceiving them apart, in conceiving either night or day to be
eternal; we have never seen the sun or moon elsewhere than
in the sky, bnt we can easily imagine them out of it. Let the
associationists produce a single case of conjunction undoubtedly
produced by association which has become inseparable, and it
will tell more in their favour than volumes of argument. They
have not yet done so : that is to say, they have as yet done
nothing to prove their alleged law of inseparable association,
without which they must themselves confess it hopeless to
attempt to resolve conscience into sensational elements.

While proof that two or more ideas can become by repeated
association inseparably combined is manifestly binding on who-
ever would establish that there is nothing original in moral
ideas, it cannot supply of itself an all-snfiBcient means of
reaching the required demonstration. It would place in the
hands of associationists an instrument of great power, bnt yet
not an instrument adequate to accomplish what they propose.
They require to make a new and still greater assumption, and
their courage is equal to the occasion. They need to suppose
that the sum of a number of inseparably associated ideas
becomes a new existence in which the associated ideas are not
only inseparable but indistinguishable, and they assert that
such is the case. This is obviously much more than inseparable
association. If true at all, it should be regarded as a separate
law and have a name of its own. It has as yet only been
treated of as an application of the law of inseparable association.
It is at this point that the perverting power of physical
analogies becomes specially manifest. When a wheel,—to use
James Mill's illustration,—on the seven parts of which the
seven prismatic colours are respectively painted, is made to
revolve with sufficient rapidity, it appears not of seven colours,
but of one uniform colour, white, the sensation of which is
apparently single and simple although formed by the combina-
tion and coalescence of seven Bensations distinct from it and
from one another. When a chemist pours one gas into another
or one liquid into another, the third thing which he produces
is often in all its physical properties utterly unlike either of its
components. Associationists hold that it is not otherwise with
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the states of mind which are connected by the ties of suggestion;
that these states in Kke manner, if sufficiently associated, come
not only to be inseparable, or at least always unseparated, but
to coalesce, to run into one, which although complex is to
consciousness simple and single, and possessed of quite other
characteristics than those which by their union formed it.
And it is obvious that this is a quite essential part of the theory
so far as it is applied to explain the origin of moral ideas. It
is only if sensations of pleasure and pain can undergo such a
transformation, only if they can thus be made to become some-
thing quite unlike themselves, that the attempt to analyse either
moral cognition or moral action into them becomes plausible.
Is it, then, made out that mental states thus coalesce into com-
pounds with quite other properties than their own ? By no
means. It can only be made out by the production of instances,
but not a single relevant instance has been produced. James
Mill gets the honour, indeed, of having by an adequate induction
established the fact, but the only instances he gives are such
complex ideas as those of tree, stone, man, horse, in which
whatever there may be there is certainly no coalescence of
simple states into a complex state entirely distinct from its
components, but only a close conjunction of the constituent
single states. Colour, extension, roughness, hardness, smooth-
ness, taste, smell, conjoin to form the one idea tree, but they
do not form it by coalescence into an idea which has properties
not to be found in any of its constituent parts, otherwise our
idea of a tree would be that of something which had not colour,
extension, roughness, hardness, taste, smell, but other pro-
perties,—which would be a very curious and erroneous idea of
a tree. This remark may be extended to every instance which
has been adduced. They are no instances of coalescence but
merely of conjunction. If, therefore, the idea of virtue be one
formed by coalescence, it is quite singular in its origin. It is
either a solitary exception to rule or it has a whole rule to itself.

There is another assumption, one closely akin to that just
indicated, to be discovered in all applications of association to
account for moral ideas out of pleasant and painful sensations.
It is that difference in degree may become in psychology a real
difference in kind. The necessity of this assumption in the
case under consideration is apparent. The right presents itself
to our consciousness as markedly and intrinsically different
from the pleasant or the expedient, the wrong as quite unlike
the painful or inexpedient. The cognition of right and wrong
and the feeling of good or ill desert cannot be confounded by
any mind which possesses them with any other cognition or
feeling. This fact associationists cannot deny, and consequently
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they must account for it consistently with their hypothesis.
Accordingly they argue that lower experiences like those of
pleasure and pain, expediency and inexpediency, may owing
to certain causes in certain cases undergo a process of entire
transmutation through association, and acquire the charac-
teristics which distinguish the sense of justice from every other
principle of human nature. They assume, in other words, that
difference in degree can become difference in kind. It is
curious that this assumption, although acted on by the whole
school from the commencement, should have been only tacitly
accepted and made use of until J. S. Mill gave it a distinct
expression. But while it has at length been generalised and
formulated it has not yet been proved, nor even attempted to
be proved, by any associationist. That important step, which,
of course, should have been the very first taken, has somehow
been left to the last. It will doubtless be replied that evolu-
tionism has supplied a proof, and freed associationism from the
necessity of producing ono for itself. But this answer is more
plausible than truly satisfactory. For, in the first place,
evolutionism in one respect raises a manifest presumption
against associationism. The evolutionists are unanimous in
declaring vast periods of time necessary for degree to pass into
kind, grade into species, whereas the associationists suppose
the transmutation to be accomplished in the few years of
infancy. According to the former moral perceptions are the
results of a process which comprehends countless generations
and races of beings and which has continued through an
indefinitely vast number of ages; according to the latter they
are produced in a very limited time within each individual
mind. If evolutionism be true the presumption is that
associationism cannot find in the facts to which its attention is
confined a proof that experiences of utility can be developed
into moral cognitions and emotions. Associationism most
prove its own assertions, and by facts and arguments consistent
with its own principles. In the second place, the theory of
evolution does not of itself necessarily imply that moral
intuitions have been developed out of experiences of utility
organised and consolidated through a long series of animal and
human generations. It is very natural, indeed, to infer that it
does, and the two most distinguished of evolutionists, Mr.
Spencer and Mr. Darwin, have drawn the inference and con-
structed ingenious theories which presuppose it. " When we
trace back in thought," says Mr. Sidgwick in the first number
of this journal, " the series of organisms of which man is the
final result, we must—at some point or other, it matters not
where—come to a living being (whether called Man or not)
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devoid of moral consciousness; and between this point and
that at which the moral faculty clearly presents itself, we must
suppose a transition-period in which the distinctly moral
consciousness is gradually being derived and developed, out of
more primitive feelings and cognitions. All this seems neces-
sarily involved in the acceptance of Evolution in any form."
To me it seems merely a plausible and by no means a really
necessary inference. There may have been a continuous
process of evolution in psychical capacity from the lowest
animal to the highest man, and if so it mnst have been only at
some definite point in that evolution that moral distinctions
could be recognised and moral feelings entertained; bnt if
moral distinctions be in themselves quite different from
distinctions of expediency and inexpediency, the apprehension
of them cannot be said to have been derived out of experiences of
expediency and inexpediency merely because these experiences
helped to develop intellect to a stage at which it was capable of
grasping something higher than themselves. If there boa moral
law and moral distinctions which are quite original and peculiar,
a long process of evolution may be required before mind can
apprehend them, and yet their apprehension may be no product
of the process of evolution but a thoroughly original and pecnliar
act, the reflex of the objective reality. All that evolution can
in such a case be legitimately described as doing, is rendering
the mind capable of entertaining a new and original idea and
the feelings which may accompany it. The new cognition
instead of Deing a prolongation of the experience of pleasure
or pain, expediency or inexpediency, may be a perception of a,
law in the spiritual life other than these,—one to which pleasure
and expediency must be subordinated and, if need be, sacrificed.
Thirdly, the view of the evolutionists who adopt the associa-
tioniat theory in substance while greatly modifying it in form
is not likely as regards the question under dispute to satisfy
those who have rejected the theory of associationism pure and
simple. Evolutionists of this class assume that mere experiences
of utility can, if sufficient time be allowed them to work in,
explain the sense of duty; that what the associationist supposes
to take place in each individual during the early years of life
can really be effected although only in the course of ages. But
those who deny the associationist theory are sure to deny this
also and to demand the most rigorous proof of it. Believing
utility and duty to be essentially distinct, they cannot be expected
to grant that the one can pass into the other by mere length of
development or that the one can be traced back to the other
merely by being pushed out of sight into dim and distant ages.
Their demand for proof that the one ever has passed into the
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other can certainly not be met by a reference to the general
evidence in favour of evolution. For, evolution, as has been
already said, does not necessarily imply the transition in question;
and, further, general presumptions in favour of evolution do
not prove it to be without limits. It may be generally true
and yet have many limits. The distinction between moral and
expedient may be one of its limits.

The assumed and, as I believe, erroneous principle we have
been considering comes into operation generally at more points
than one. It is not only needed where love of pleasure is
supposed to pass into love of virtue, but where virtue from being
loved as a means comes to be loved disinterestedly for its own
sake. This last is a point where the associationist theory signally
breaks down. It is inconceivable that any amount of association
of virtue and pleasure should end in the love of virtue apart
from pleasure. It is especially inconceivable if virtue be in its
real nature a life for happiness, since in that case to love it
" disinterestedly for its own sake" is to love it as what it is not
—is, in other words, a diseased and unnatural love of it, as
avarice, to which the associationists so persistently liken it, is a
diseased and unnatural love of money. It will be said, how-
ever, that this passion of avarice shows at least that desire may
be transferred from ends to means, from happiness to money,
and that virtue may come to be desired, like money, for its own
sake, on the principle of association. But is the nature of the
secondary and factitious desire named avarice correctly under-
stood by those who reason thus ? It is necessary to consider
this question because the whole doctrine of the associationists
on the point under examination has no other evidence in its
support than their analysis of avarice. They speak vaguely of
its being confirmed by " the other secondary desires," but
avarice, the "typical instance," as Prof. Bain calls it, is the
only instance which they really adduce. It would take con-
siderable ingenuity to show that the other secondary desires
supply relevant proofs, and the associationists do not expend
their ingenuity in the attempt, but invariably bring forward at
once "the typical instance," and after having argued that money
from being loved as a means may come to be loved as an end,
add " the same thing may be said of many other desires," or
some equivalent assertion. Gay led the wayi He wonders
why philosophers who are fond or postulating original principles
and senses have never thought of contending for a pecuniary
sense, and then explains that " by dropping the intermediate
steps between money and happiness, men join money and
happiness immediately together, and content themselves with
the phantastical pleasure of having it, and make that which
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was at first pursued only as a means be to them an end, and
what their real happiness or misery consists in." Hartley's
way of putting it is much the same : " Since ideas exciting
desire are heaped upon money by successive associations
perpetually recurring, the desire of it in certain sums and
manners, viz., such as have often recurred with the concomitant
pleasures, must at last grow stronger than the fainter sensible
and intellectual pleasures; so that a child shall prefer a piece
of money to many actual gratifications to be enjoyed imme-
diately." I might quote passages to the same effect from
Sir James Mackintosh, James Mill, Prof. Bain, &c., but it will
be enough to cite these words of J. S. Mill: " Virtue is not
the only thing originally a means, and which if it were not a
means to anything else, would be and remain indifferent, but
which by association with what it is a means to, comes to be
desired for itself, and that too with the utmost intensity.
What, for example, shall we say of the love of money ? There
is nothing originally more desirable about money than about
any heap of glittering pebbles. Its worth is solely that of
the things which it wUl buy; the desires for other things than
itself, which it is a means of gratifying. Yet the love of
money is not only one of the strongest moving forces of human
life, but money is, in many cases, desired in and for itself; the
desire to possess it is often stronger than the desire to nse it,
and goes on increasing when all the desires wliich point to ends
beyond it, to be compassed by it, fire falling off. It nuvy be
then said truly, that money is desired not for the sake of an
end, but as part of the end. From being a means to happiness,
it has come to be itself a principal ingredient of the individual's
conception of happiness. The same may be said of the
majority of the great objects of human life — power, for
example, or fame; except that to each of these there is a
certain amount of immediate pleasure annexed, which has at
least the semblance of being naturally inherent in them; a
thing which cannot be said or money."

Now, what is the leading assumption or assertion in this
passage and in the other passages quoted or referred to ? It
is that avarice has money alone for object, that money is its
sole and final end, and not in any form pleasure or happiness
with which it was originally connected. It is that the process
of association which formed it went on until it became so close
as entirely to break. Is this, then, more than a mere assump-
tion? Is it an assertion for which evidence has been produced?
The slightest consideration is sufficient to show us that the
answer must be in the negative. The assumption has passed
down from psychologist to psychologist simply becanee
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oncriticised. To the avaricious man money is not a final object
at any period of his hie. Instead of associating it less with
pleasure when the passion which possesses him is fully formed
than when merely forming, his slavery lies in the vastly greater
power which such association has over him. He cannot bring
himself to use his money rationally as a means to happiness.
But why ? Simply because he has come to regard it as a sign
or symbol of all its possibilities, a complex of a host of
imaginary means, and to love it as a sign or symbol of far
more power or pleasure than it could ever procure if used
rationally as a means, that is if expended once for all in a
definite manner. The perversion in avarice is not the substi-
tution of a means for an end, but the substitution of a symbol
of many merely possible means for the single actual means
which is all that money can be if spent. It has its root in a
diseased imagination which at the sight, mention or conception
of money starts a multitude of trains of association which tend
to make a wise and liberal use of it difficult or impossible.
Pleasure is not overlooked or despised, but the pleasures of
imagination are preferred to those of reality. There is no
such thing as "the love of money for its own sake." It is
beyond the power of a rational beiug to love gold simply as
gold, silver as silver. Mere matter cannot of itself be an
object of affection to a spirit. The miser loves his hoard
because it appears to him as the visible, tangible embodiment
of more pleasure than it could ever buy for him. He
exaggerates the power that lurks in his glittering and clinking
pieces, and loves them for that power, not for their own sake.
Money—visible, tangible money—is the means of procuring
pleasure, but the love of pleasure is not transferred to visible
and tangible matter of any sort, size, or quality: only the
pleasure of having the power of procuring comfort, influence,
respect, &c., is preferred to the immediate pleasure of using it
to procure these things. Were gold and silver demonetised—
were a law passed and enforced forbidding their being employed
as media of exchange or even bought and sold—it would suffice
to make the greatest of misers aware of this in order to cure
him completely of his love for them. An instantaneous
alteration of his feelings in regard to them would show that
he had never loved them irrespective of their value in exchange,
never loved them for their own sake. The most avaricious
man ceases to find pleasure in a bank-note the moment he is
informed on good authority that it has lost its power of
purchasing objects of desire. If he had come to "desire it
for itself, and that too with the utmost intensity," the infor-
mation must have left his love for it undiminished, unaffected.
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This disposes of the associationist argument from avarice. It
is an argument which rests wholly, in my opinion, on an
erroneous analysis of the desire.

The laws of association do not explain how virtue, if at first
loved merely as a means to happiness, comes subsequently to
be loved for its own sake apart from happiness. In fact, were
virtue at first loved and practised merely as a means to happi-
ness, the natural effect of the laws of association would be gra-
dually to weaken and obliterate the consciousness of virtue
until it altogether disappeared. The laws of association do
not separate means from ends by converting means into ends ;
they do undoubtedly tend to enable us to dispense with thought
about means when pursuing ends—to cause whatever has been
done merely for the sake of something else to attract ever less
and less attention to itself until it wholly fades out of sight.
In other words, there is a well-ascertained law of association—
one of those which have been termed laws of obliviscence—
directly inconsistent with the associationist theory of the origin
of moral ideas.

The controversy between associationists and their opponents
as to the origin of moral ideas is not, I fear, likely to be soon
or easily settled. It has its source in the lowest depth of
psychology; it rises out of a radical difference of opinion as to
the very nature of consciousness. Is consciousness primarily
cognitive or primarily emotive ? Is thought the condition of
feeling or feeling the condition of thought? Those who
answer this question in opposite ways cannot fail to answer
also in opposite ways the question as to the origin of moral
ideas. If feeling be primary in consciousness, associationism,
in supposing two or more feelings which have no moral character
when taken separately to produce by their union a moral feeling,
which, in its turn, gives rise to a moral idea, is perfectly self-
consistent; if feeling necessarily presupposes perception or
apprehension, if it is preceded and occasioned by cognition
and can only be discriminated in consciousness through
cognition, such a supposition cannot possibly be entertaioed.
Now, unfortunately, the prospect of agreement at this point
between the two schools is as yet but slight. They do not
seem able even to understand each other. What appears to
ussociationists certain looks to their opponents absurd, and
uicc versa,. Mere feelings, and even long and complex processes
of mere feeling, are described by the former as undoubted
facts; the latter utterly disbelieve that there are or can be
such things. Again, does sensation not involve a variety of
cognitive elements ? Can a single sensation, even of the
simplest character, be ever realised in consciousness otherwise

23
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than as an existence, as what is; likewise as one, as a sensation;
as what I feel, as mine; as here and now, &c. ? Can any
sensation whatever be experienced except under the conditions
of existence, time, number, relation, &c. ? Those who in
answering this question maintain that mere or absolute
sensation, pure experience, is mere or pure absurdity, and that
the possibility of sensation and experience is conditioned in
the way indicated, seem to sensationalists to be loose thinkers
who take the abstractions of intellect for the grounds of its
existence and action. To anti-sensationalists, on the other
hand, disbelief in certain intellectual conditions necessarily
underlying sensation in every form is incomprehensible, and
the reasoning which attempts to justify it seems to them
strangely irrelevant. Deeper research and continued contro-
versy conducted in a fair and tolerant spirit can alone bring
about a mutual understanding. Until that is reached no
definite settlement either of the fundamental controversy or
of those which proceed from it is to be expected.

The observations contained in this paper require to be con-
firmed and illustrated by an examination of the chief attempts
which have been made to account for the origin of moral ideas
on associationist principles,—an examination which time and
space forbid our undertaking at present.

R. FLINT.

III.—EVOLUTION AND ETHICS.

MB. HENRY SIDGWICK'S article in the first number of MIND
(p. 52) may be taken, if I rightly understand it, as a friendly
challenge, to those who hold the theory of Evolution, and hold
it not as a mere speculation but as a working belief, to explain
how far and in what way they find it to bear upon the practical
questions of Ethics. I shall here attempt to satisfy this request
on some points, in so far as one man speaking for himself can
do so. To the best of my knowledge I shall not utter any-
thing new or singular; I shall only set forth, as I believe, that
which I hold in common with at least one friend, or have learnt
directly or indirectly from others whom I account my masters;
at the same time it is hardly possible in these matters to put
one's thoughts in a form which even those one most agrees
with would chooae for themselves, and it seems really the
least egotistical course to avoid any pretence of being a
spokesman. I shall therefore continue, as I have begun, to
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